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MEDICINE AND SOCIETY
Reproductive Rights and Access to Reproductive Services for Women with
Disabilities
Anita Silvers, PhD, Leslie Francis, JD, PhD, and Brittany Badesch
Are women with disabilities owed equitable access to reproductive health services,
including family planning, contraception, screening for sexually transmitted infections,
maternal health services, and fertility services? Or are there circumstances in which
disability is a reason to deny access to such services? Conversely, should women with
certain disabilities have access to procedures such as caesarean section or sterilization?
May these procedures be recommended just because a woman has a disability or
imposed on her if she appears reluctant or unable to consent?
Treating People with Disabilities: Equitable Access is Key
Legal and professional answers to the questions posed above have been strongly in
favor of equitable access to treatment and autonomous decision making for patients
with disabilities. Physicians’ offices, clinics, hospitals, and other medical facilities are
required by the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990 to provide meaningful
access to the services they provide for people with disabilities who meet essential
eligibility requirements, with or without accommodations. These providers may also be
covered by state antidiscrimination laws.
Meaningful access is a legal standard that calls for a fact-specific inquiry into whether
individuals with disabilities are afforded equitable opportunity to benefit from the
provider’s services [1, 2]. The focus is on whether the individual’s disability has
occasioned loss of equitable opportunity to receive the same quality of medical services,
rather than the same resulting benefit, as that afforded to other people. A site that
dispenses medical treatment would not meet this access standard if, for example, a
speech-output version of the usual printed directions for taking medications was not
provided to visually impaired patients, or if deaf patients could not participate with their
physician in conversations about treatment choices for lack of an ASL interpreter. To use
another illustration, inaccessible examination equipment continues to be a problem
despite the ADA [3]. A common example is the absence of examination tables that lower
to facilitate transferring from a wheelchair to the table, preventing wheelchair users
from being properly examined. This subjects them to limited, substandard,
noncomprehensive care [4]. As a general matter, data indicate that adults with
disabilities, especially women, receive less access to needed health care even when
controlling for variables such as socioeconomic status [5].
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Additionally, professional organizations such as the American Society for Reproductive
Medicine (ASRM) and the American Congress of Obstetricians and Gynecologists (ACOG)
urge that access to medical care be available without discrimination [6-8]. As for
sterilization, ACOG urges that disability is not a reason in itself for or against it and that
any such decision must be made on a basis that preserves, as much as possible, the
patient’s autonomy [7]. This guidance is not always followed. In this paper, we explore
how reproductive medicine for women with disabilities may be unfairly obstructed by
this kind of laxity in guarding against discrimination and by mistaken assumptions about
disabled people. We also recommend how such discrimination may be avoided.
Mistaken Assumptions about People with Disabilities
Several general assumptions commonly are made—mistakenly—about people with
disabilities.
Assumptions about decision-making ability. One common mistake is to assume that a
patient’s having a disability necessarily affects the person’s competence. Clinicians may
dismiss the possibility of achieving informed consent when patients have intellectual or
developmental disabilities, wrongly equating certain diagnoses with an inability to
understand or communicate at the requisite level. Clinicians may be inexperienced in
helping patients with disabilities understand complicated medical questions or unwilling
to take the time to explain when patients have difficulties in communication. For
example, they may neither realize that anyone’s decision-making ability is affected by
both individual capacity and social context, nor be aware that, for patients with
intellectual disabilities, assessment of abilities may be improved by acknowledging
positive support from family or community relationships and social services [9-12].
As a result, people with disabilities may be inappropriately subjected to paternalistic
judgment, including judgments about their very ability to consent to sex or reproduction
[13]. The United Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (CRPD)
Article 12 requires equal legal recognition of persons with disabilities. The CRPD
guidance also recommends appropriate supports for persons with disabilities in
exercising their legal capacities. In line with CRPD recommendations, many jurisdictions
have been exploring methods for supported decision-making—that is, methods of
deciding in which persons with intellectual or psychiatric disabilities work with others to
determine and pursue their goals [14, 15]. ACOG goes further, stating that it is
“essential” to obtain the assistance of professionals trained in communicating with
people with intellectual disabilities when ascertaining capacity to provide informed
consent for any surgical procedure [7].
Assumptions about sexual and reproductive interests. Disabled people too often are
stereotyped as needing special protection, including measures that curtail their
ambitions for intimate relationships and family life. It is inaccurate to assume that being
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disabled means having no sexual or reproductive interests or being sexually inactive,
celibate, or asexual. For example, the sexual interests of people with physical disabilities
such as spina bifida or cerebral palsy may be underestimated based on false
assumptions about their sexual capabilities [16, 17]. People with sensory disabilities
such as blindness may be burdened by others’ false assumptions about their parenting
abilities [18, 19]. And people with intellectual disabilities may be looked at merely as
potential victims of sexual predation or exploitation, rather than as people with sexual
interests or capabilities who need not only protection but also sex education and
recognition of their agency [20].
Assumptions like these may be the reason that people with disabilities unjustly receive
less access to medically indicated reproductive care than other people of similar age and
sex. Too frequently, ordinary preventative services such as noninvasive birth control, pap
smears for women who are sexually active, or mammography are not offered or are
denied to women with various kinds of disabilities because they are wrongly supposed
not to need them [21-23]. Mistaken assumptions about patients’ abilities to use these
services also reduce access to care [24]. So may concerns that these patients may
require lengthier visits—for example, to navigate narrow examination rooms crowded
with furniture or access equipment designed with the assumption that all patients can
stand—or lack of familiarity with how the disability may affect a physical, cognitive, or
communicative component of the appointment [24].
Misjudging Women with Disabilities in the Context of Reproductive Health Care
We now turn to assumptions that lead to misjudgments in reproductive care for women
with disabilities.
Assumptions about risks of pregnancy. First are exaggerated or misdirected concerns
about the riskiness of pregnancy when a person with a disability is involved. It is not
unusual for women whose disabilities do not affect their gynecological functions to have
their pregnancies labeled high-risk and to be referred for unnecessary consultations or
tests by an overanxious clinician [25, 26]. Caesarean sections and induction of labor may
occur more frequently in women with disabilities, even in the absence of standard
medical indications [25, 26]. An illustrative example is that of a pregnant triple amputee
referred to genetic counseling although her impairment was not inherited. A
perinatologist to whom she also was referred denied that her pregnancy was high-risk
and warned her against being talked into a caesarean section just because her absence
of limbs made other physicians nervous [27]. Clinicians should take care that
assumptions about risks are not prompted or exaggerated by unwarranted
generalizations or stereotypes. If risk is considered per patient, and it is determined that
a pregnancy would be of significant physical risk to a particular woman because of her
disability, she may also achieve lower-risk parenthood by being offered access to
surrogacy [12].
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Assumptions about probability of treatment success. Clinicians should avoid conflating
judgments that an intervention would be futile—for example, a determination that
pregnancy is physiologically impossible because a patient lacks a uterus—with
judgments that prognosis is poor (in which cases pregnancy would be physiologically
possible, but unlikely). In cases deemed to have a low probability of pregnancy, some
patients with disabilities, just like some patients without, may still wish to try to achieve
pregnancy. According to the ASRM, treatment may be ethically provided in such cases if
patients are fully informed about their prospects and clinics develop patient-centered,
evidence-based policies about when they are willing to provide fertility services [28].
Beliefs about parenting ability. Much less clear, but not less frequent, are judgments about
fitness to parent that motivate reluctance to provide fertility services. Mistaken
assumptions about parenting ability may discourage referrals for fertility therapy [29,
30]. People with disabilities who reproduce are sometimes condemned as posing risks to
or imposing burdens on society. Women with disabilities who have experienced
pregnancy frequently report being targeted by complaints about their selfishness, based
on the assumption that their relatives will have to raise their children or that their
children will become burdens to taxpayers [12, 27].
Despite increased understanding of heritability, disabled women may also be
discouraged from pregnancy out of misplaced fear that their children will in turn have
disabilities [27]. As legal history underlines, people with disabilities have been subject to
forced sterilization for precisely these reasons [31, 32]. The US Supreme Court’s 1927
decision in Buck v. Bell upheld involuntary sterilization on the grounds that it was
necessary “to prevent our being swamped with incompetence. It is better for all the
world if…society can prevent those who are manifestly unfit from continuing their kind”
[33]. This reasoning is both misleading, as many disabilities are not heritable, and
profoundly biased, as it expresses the idea that the existence of disabled people impedes
or otherwise harms everyone else.
Whether withholding reproductive services from patients is discriminatory depends on
the beliefs that prompt it: are all prospective parents vetted to discover whether they are
likely to raise children safely and well—or has stereotyping made disability a trigger for
withholding services? The ASRM opines that fertility programs may withhold services to
prospective parents—but only on the basis of “well-substantiated judgments that those
patients will be unable to provide minimally adequate or safe care for offspring” [34] The
ASRM cautions clinicians to “pay special attention to treating equally persons with
disabilities who request fertility services” [35] and notes that children thrive within a
wide range of “parenting approaches or homes” [35]. Especially noteworthy is the ASRM
stricture that scrutiny of potential parenting ability should not be applied to persons with
disabilities unless applied to persons generally [6]. The ASRM is explicit that this
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antidiscrimination provision applies to both potential parents with intellectual disabilities
and mental illness and those with physical disabilities.
This advice—to respond to patients with disabilities with respect—requires attention to
individual differences, language and culture, counseling settings, stressors, and
medications [7]. It may be generalized to all areas of medicine and to all disabilities as
good guidance for acting ethically by avoiding discrimination.
References
1. Crossley M. Giving meaning to “meaningful access” in Medicaid managed care.
Kentucky Law J. 2014;102:255-286.
2. Francis LP, Silvers A. Debilitating Alexander v. Choate: “Meaningful access” to
health care for people with disabilities. Fordham Urban Law J. 2008;35:447-477.
3. Pendo E. Disability, equipment barriers, and women’s health: using the ADA to
provide meaningful access. Saint Louis University J Health Law Policy.
2008;2(1):15-56.
4. Iezzoni LI, Kilbridge K, Park ER. Physical access barriers to care for diagnosis and
treatment of breast cancer among women with mobility impairments. Oncol Nurs
Forum. 2010;37(6):711-717.
5. Mahmoudi E, Meade MA. Disparities in access to health care among adults with
physical disabilities: analysis of a representative national sample for a ten-year
period. Disabil Health J. 2015;8(2):182-190.
6. Ethics Committee of the American Society for Reproductive Medicine. Childrearing ability and the provision of fertility services: a committee opinion. Fertil
Steril. 2013;100(1):50-53.
7. Committee on Ethics. ACOG Committee Opinion number 371. Sterilization of
women, including those with mental disabilities. Obstet Gynecol.
2007;110(1):217-220.
8. American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists (ACOG). Committee opinion
no. 649: racial and ethnic disparities in obstetrics and gynecology. Obstet Gynecol.
2015;126(6):e130-e134.
9. Francis LP. Disability and philosophy: applying ethics in circumstances of
injustice. J Med Ethics. 2016;42(1):35-36.
10. Silvers A, Francis LP. Thinking about the good: reconfiguring metaphysics (or not)
for people with cognitive disabilities. In: Kittay EF, Carlson L, eds. Cognitive
Disability and its Challenge to Moral Philosophy. New York, NY: Wiley-Blackwell;
2010:237-260.
11. Francis LP. Understanding autonomy in light of intellectual disability. In:
Brownlee K, Cureton A, eds. Disability and Disadvantage. Oxford, UK: Oxford
University Press; 2009:200-215.

434

www.amajournalofethics.org

12. National Council on Disability. Rocking the Cradle: Ensuring the Rights of Parents
with Disabilities and their Children. 2012.
https://www.ncd.gov/publications/2012/Sep272012. Accessed March 4, 2016.
13. Boni-Saenz AA. Sexuality and incapacity. Ohio State Law J. In press.
14. Kanter AS. The Americans with Disabilities Act at 25 years: lessons to learn from
the Convention on the Rights of People with Disabilities. Drake University Law Rev.
2015;63(3):819-883.
15. Smith A, Sullivan D. A new ball game: the United Nations Convention on the
Rights of Persons with Disabilities and assumptions in care for people with
dementia. J Law Med. 2012;20(1):28-34.
16. Rofail D, Maguire L, Kissner M, Colligs A, Abetz-Webb L. A review of the social,
psychological, and economic burdens experienced by people with spina bifida and
their caregivers. Neurol Ther. 2013;2(1-2):1-12.
17. Wiegerink DJ, Stam HR, Ketelaar M, Cohen-Kettenis PT, Roebroeck ME. Personal
and environmental factors contributing to participation in romantic relationships
and sexual activity of young adults with cerebral palsy. Disabil Rehabil.
2012;34(17):1481-1487.
18. Cureton A. Some advantages to having a parent with a disability. J Med Ethics.
2016;42(1):31-34.
19. Cureton A. Parents with disabilities. In: Francis L, ed. Oxford Handbook of
Reproductive Ethics. New York, NY: Oxford University Press; in press.
20. American Association on Intellectual and Developmental Disabilities (AAIDD).
Sexuality: joint position statement of AAIDD and The Arc. 2013.
https://aaidd.org/news-policy/policy/positionstatements/sexuality#.VprCF1MrK9Y. Accessed March 4, 2016.
21. Iezzoni LI, Kurtz SG, Rao SR. Trends in mammography over time for women with
and without chronic disability. J Womens Health (Larchmt). 2015;24(7):593-601.
22. Iezzoni LI, Kurtz SG, Rao SR. Trends in pap testing over time for women with and
without chronic disability. Am J Prev Med. 2016;50(2):210-219.
23. Horner-Johnson W, Dobbertin K, Andresen EM, Iezzoni LI. Breast and cervical
cancer screening disparities associated with disability severity. Womens Health
Issues. 2014;24(1):e147-e153.
24. McColl MA, Forster D, Shortt SE, et al. Physician experiences providing primary
care to people with disabilities. Healthc Policy. 2008;4(1):e129-e147.
25. Neergaard L. More disabled women are having children. NBC News. May 9, 2011.
http://www.nbcnews.com/id/42960995/ns/healthpregnancy/t/more-disabledwomen-are-having-children/#.VpGqZ0jq1Ko. Accessed March 4, 2016.
26. Brown HK, Kirkham YA, Cobigo V, Lunsky Y, Vigod SN. Labour and delivery
interventions in women with intellectual and developmental disabilities: a
population-based cohort study. J Epidemiol Community Health. 2016;70(3):238244.

AMA Journal of Ethics, April 2016

435

27. Andrews EE. Pregnancy with a physical disability: one psychologist’s journey.
American Psychological Association. Spotlight on Disability Newsletter. December
2011.
https://web.archive.org/web/20150716062712/http://www.apa.org/pi/disabili
ty/resources/publications/newsletter/2011/12/pregnancy-disability.aspx.
Accessed March 4, 2016.
28. Ethics Committee of the American Society for Reproductive Medicine. Fertility
treatment when the prognosis is very poor or futile: a committee opinion. Fertil
Steril. 2012;98(1):e6-e9.
29. Mutcherson K. Disabling dreams of parenthood: the fertility industry, antidiscrimination, and parents with disabilities. Law Inequality. 2009;27(2):311-364.
30. Mutcherson K. Procreative rights in a postcoital world. In: Francis L, ed. Oxford
Handbook of Reproductive Ethics. New York: Oxford University Press; in press.
31. Kevles D. In the Name of Eugenics: Genetics and the Uses of Human Heredity.
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press; 1985.
32. Lombardo P. Eugenic sterilization
laws. http://www.eugenicsarchive.org/html/eugenics/essay8text.html.
Accessed March 4, 2016.
33. Buck v Bell, Superintendent, 274 US 200 (1927).
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=1700304772805702914&q=buc
k+v+bell+supreme+court+&hl=en&as_sdt=400006. Accessed March 4, 2016.
34. American Society for Reproductive Medicine, Child-rearing capacity, 50.
35. American Society for Reproductive Medicine, Child-rearing capacity, 52.
Anita Silvers, PhD, is a professor in and the chair of the Department of Philosophy at San
Francisco State University and a community member of the San Francisco General
Hospital Ethics Committee. Dr. Silvers has been awarded the American Philosophical
Association Quinn Prize for service to philosophy and philosophers and the Phi Beta
Kappa Society Lebowitz Prize for philosophical achievement and contribution and was
appointed by the President of the United States to serve on the National Endowment for
the Humanities’ National Council.
Leslie Francis, JD, PhD, is Alfred C. Emery Professor of Law, Distinguished Professor of
Philosophy, and director of the Center for Law and Biomedical Sciences at the University
of Utah in Salt Lake City and is and is the President of the Pacific Division of the American
Philosophical Association. She is currently editing the forthcoming book, Oxford
Handbook of Reproductive Ethics (Oxford University Press).
Brittany Badesch is a fourth-year medical student at University of Colorado School of
Medicine in Aurora. She completed her undergraduate degree at Vanderbilt University
with a focus on special education. She serves as the Medical Student Council president
and has served as co-president of the Disability Dialogue student organization. She plans

436

www.amajournalofethics.org

to pursue a career in internal medicine and pediatrics with a focus on caring for children
and adults with disabilities.
Related in the AMA Journal of Ethics
Considering Decision-Making and Sexuality in Menstrual Suppression of Teens and
Young Adults with Intellectual Disabilities, April 2016
Is Proxy Consent for an Invasive Procedure on a Patient with Intellectual Disabilities
Ethically Sufficient? April 2016

The viewpoints expressed in this article are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect
the views and policies of the AMA.
Copyright 2016 American Medical Association. All rights reserved.
ISSN 2376-6980

AMA Journal of Ethics, April 2016

437

